Remarks 

Amendments have been presented to claims 17-19 and 22-26 to more 
particularly claim the novel aspects of the present invention. These amendments were 
not done to overcome any of the cited articles and support for these changes are found 
throughout the originally submitted specification. 

Restriction 

In the Office Action, it is stated that Applicant's traversal is on the grounds that 
since the apparatus and method groupings are broadly claimed, they cannot be 
restricted. This was not the sole basis of traversal. Examples were given of systems 
that were materially different than the claimed systems but could still be used to 
practice the claimed process. However, the basis of these examples being materially 
different than the claimed system relied on elements that were not in the claimed 
system. Therefore, the Applicant pointed out that relying on those elements to prove 
that a materially different system could practice the process was inappropriate. 

Nevertheless, the Applicant also provided amendments to address the originally 
asserted reasons for the restriction requirement (the originally asserted reasons being 
that the process as claimed can be practiced by another materially different system). 

35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, reiections 

In the Office Action claims 1 7 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which Applicant regards as the invention. 

The Examiner stated that in claim 17 "a remote stocker*' and "a local stocker" 
lack positive identification. The Applicant has presented amendments to more distinctly 
claim the subject matter regarded as the invention. Specifically the Applicant has 
presented amendments to claim a first and a second stocker as well as a relational 
closeness element. Support is found throughout the specification, including page 1 1 . 
Therefore, the Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw this rejection 
of this claim. 
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The Examiner has stated that in claim 22 it is not known how the manual order 
queue can receive input when queue is an input itself. The Applicant has presented 
amendments to claim 22 and has removed the reference to manual order queue. 
Therefore, the Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw this rejection 
of this claim. 

35 U.S.C. 102(b) rejections 

In the Office Action claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Iwasaki. The Applicant traverses this rejection of these claims. 

Claim 17, as amended, reads as follows: 

A system, comprising: 

a user interface to receive an identification of a plurality of lots to be 
processed on a process machine; 

a first stocker to store a first lot of the plurality of lots awaiting processing, 
the first stocker having a first closeness relative to the process machine; 

a second stocker having a second closeness relative to the process 
machine; and 

an engine, to generate staging instructions to move the first lot from the 
first stocker to the second stocker based at least in part upon the first closeness 
and the second closeness. 

Iwasaki does not expressly or inherently teach having an engine to generate 
staging instructions to move a lot that is to be processed on a process machine from a 
first stocker to a second stocker, based at least in part upon the relative closeness of 
the stockers to the process machine as required by amended claim 17, for example. 

Iwasaki teaches a first stocker acting as a gatekeeper between storage stockers 
and a process machine. When a lot is stored in Iwasaki, it must travel through this 
gatekeeping stocker in order to reach its ultimate storage stocker destination. When 
the process machine is ready to process a lot that is stored in one of the storage 
stockers, transfer instructions are created that transfer the lot from the storage stocker 
to the gatekeeping stocker and ultimately to the process machine. In Iwasaki, the 
transfer instructions that result in a lot being moved from the storage stocker to the 
gatekeeper stocker are not generated based at least in part on the relative closeness of 
the two stockers to the process machine. Rather they are generated because the 
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gatekeeper stocker is the only stocker that can interface with the transfer mechanism 
that delivers the lot to the process machine. 

Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that because all of the claim limitations of 
claim 17, for example, are not taught or suggested by the cited article, an anticipation 
rejection is improper. It is therefore respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw 
the rejection of claim 17. 

Claims 18-21 depend from and include the same limitations as claim 1. 
Therefore, for at least the same reasons stated above, claims 18-21 are patentably 
distinct from Iwasaki. The Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw 
the rejection of these claims. 

35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejections 

In the Office Action claims 17-19 are additionally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Conboy. The Applicant traverses these rejections. 

The Office Action states that the broker 200 comprises engine and software to 
generate staging instructions for movement of the wafer lots among the stockers. 
Conboy, page 4. The Applicant disagrees with this statement. In Conboy, the broker 
200 receives the move requests, which are generated by the factory system, and then, 
depending on AMHS conditions, either sends them on directly, or delays them a certain 
amount. Conboy column 3, line 25. The move requests are generated by the factory 
system based on processing sequence. 

Furthermore, the move requests do not move a lot awaiting to be processed by a 
process machine, from one stocker to another stocker based on relative closeness of 
the stockers to the process machine, as required by claim 17, for example. As stated 
above, the move requests are based on the processing sequence generated by the 
factory system. The fact that the delivery of those move requests may be delayed 
based on AMHS state Is in-elevant to the claim language requiring generation of staging 
instructions to move a lot from one stocker to another based on relative closeness to a 
process machine. 
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Because Conboy does not teach, suggest, or imply the above elements, an 
obviousness rejection is improper. It is therefore respectfully requested that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection of claim 1 7. 

Claims 18-19 depend from and include the same limitations as claim 17. 
Therefore, for at least the same reasons stated above, claims 18-19 are patentably 
distinct from Conboy. The Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw 
the rejection of these claims. 

In the Office Action claims 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Conboy in view of Tau. Neither of these cited articles, alone or 
in combination, teach, suggest, or imply generating staging instructions to move a lot 
from one stocker to another based on relative closeness of the stockers to a process 
machine. Tau is used in the Office Action to provide for a graphic user interface for 
user inputs, not the above discussed element. It is therefore respectfully requested that 
the Examiner withdraw this rejection of claims 20 and 21 . 

In the Office Action claims 22-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Conboy. The Applicant traverses these rejections. 

Amended claim 22, for example, reads: 

A machine-accessible medium comprising a plurality of instructions, which 
when executed 

receive input over a first data connection, said input comprising a plurality 
of lots to be processed by a process machine; 

determine, upon receipt of said input, which of the plurality of lots are 
stored remotely from the process machine; and 

assign at least one of the remotely stored lots to a selected one of up to a 
plurality of stockers, each stocker capable of storing a plurality of lots, said 
assignment based at least in part upon stocker state. 

Conboy does not teach, suggest, or imply a machine-accessible medium having 
instructions to "determine, upon receipt of said input, which of the plurality of lots are 
stored remotely from the process machine" as required by claim 22 for example. 

As stated above, the move requests of Conboy are based on a processing 
sequence that is statically defined at the outset. Nowhere does Conboy discuss or 
imply that a determination of the remote status of lots scheduled to be processed on a 
machine is done. 
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Additionally, even if Conboy did teach the above stated determination, which the 
Applicant disputes, Conboy still does not teach, suggest, or imply assignment based on 
stocker state. As discussed above, the move requests, which assign factory tool 
(stocker) assignments for the lots, are generated by the factory system. When the 
broker receives the move requests, it selectively delays the transmission of the request, 
it does not reassign tool assignments. 

Because Conboy does not teach, suggest, or imply either of these elements, an 
obviousness rejection is improper. It is therefore respectfully requested that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection of claim 22. 

Claims 23-26 depend from and include the same limitations as claim 22. 
Therefore these claims are patentably distinct from Conboy for at least the same 
reasons stated above. The Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw 
the rejection of these claims. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that claims 17-26 are 
in condition for allowance. Thus, early issuance of Notice of Allowance is respectfully 
requested. 

If the Examiner has any questions, he is invited to contact the undersigned at 
(503) 796-2972. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge shortages or credit 
overpayments to Deposit Account No. 500393. 

Respectfully submitted, 

SCHWABE, WILLIAMSON & WYATT, P.C. 



Dated: ^ 




Registration No. 51,110 

Pacwest Center, Suites 1600-1900 
1211 SW Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 
Telephone: 503-222-9981 
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